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The most obvious fact about Sanskrit, or Old Indo-Aryan (OLA), when 
we are interested in its dialects, is that the records show large corpora 
in what are essentially two ra'her divergent dialects—Vedie and clas- 
sical. But, as soon ns this statement is made, it is seen to be too simple. 
Classical Sanskrit is a literary language written according to the book— 
shat is, Painini’s grammar, and following it more or less correctly. We 
find in it no dialects, no chronological development, except loss and at 
times invasion from the vernnculnrs of the users, and no geographical 


No dissent from Us sketch need be caused by Pinini’s label of “Vedic” 
for many forms that differ from those of his norm. It is the prose of the 


; Be I understand P. Thieme to hold in Papini and the Veda (Allahabad, 1935). 

*V.8. Agrawala, India as Known to Pápini 475 (Lucknow, 1953), far the attempt 
W Precision; M. B, Emeneau, J405 75.146 n. 3 (1955) for a very short summary 

views, 

* Histoire da la langus sanskrite 67 (Lyon, 1958). 
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draw no isoglosses. And tha same is true of what little diate 
tion we are given by the (wo great commentalors Käl 
in the seeond century n.c.). 
A very crucial point t 
tween classical Banskrit and the extreme Vedie di 


3 plavo, if 
Regvedic Sanskrit were the genetic origin of classicnl Sanskrit. It is 
worthwhile to assume for a moment that. that. is the relation between the 
two and to identify some of [he changes. d 

Some of the differences that we might superficially hit upon tura out 
to be something else. For example, as we usually learn Sanal, 
it is Westerners or students in India, elnssical Sanskrit has a st: 


d inte sort of stress accent and Vei wekrit 


to, results from an invasion of classical Sanskrit by tho Middle Indo- 
Aryan (MIA) and Modern Indo-Aryan (NIA) stress-accent systems 
h aro n historical development diverging from the OIA slate of 

airs. wly, the general equ: 
en taa perfect, and aorist, in classical and cpie Sanskrit is 
certainly different from the Itgvedie state of affairs (even if we nre not 
completely certain of the Vedic distinctions between these threo tenses 


samo meanings for these tenses (or perhaps we ild prefer to call them 
tense aspects) (hat the Veda had. ‘Che differs the cpie 
and classical texta should be characterized as loss ig period 
of the use of Sanskrit as n literary language. I would assume that it came 
about because of the invasion of the literary language by vernacular 
speech habits of the kind scen in our oldest voluminous MIA material, 
that in Pali. Tn this language there had evolved from the OFA system (the 
Vedic and that described by l'ànini) a verbal em wilh one past tense 
only, formally su amalgam of imperfect. and am ist, with very few forms 
descended from tho perfect. In the Prakrite there is much less even than 
this, and passive constructions using the past. par r ( hen 
present is not. the narrative tensc), prefiguring what is found in the 
modern vernaculars. It is from the oldest MIA stages, then, that the ue 
of the narrative tenses in epic and classical Sanskrit literaturo derives 


O 
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Some changes may, however, bo identified that might be quito straight- 
ic developments from Vedic to clnssienl. Most involve simplification or 
less of oue sort or another. A sl ighiforward example is loss of the sub- 
finclive except for the retention of first person forms as part of the im- 
n. Another is loss of augmentless aorist and imperfect, 
l use of such aorist forms with 
ure completely lost in indicati e use, wilh n very 
, which nre often treated as lapses from the normative 
n fact vecd n different treatm 


syntax is 
verb forms 


plifications are identifiable, in spite of 
the unhappy historical necident that the Rgveda, and all other archaic 
Vedie texts ns well, were written down only late within tho Vedic period 
hy speakers of whnt wos apparently, for all that is relevant hero, classical 

skrit, aud as if the old Vedic texts were many details, eapecinlly of 
‘sical Suskrit: Reconstruction of the Vedic text with the 
acter has allowed the recovery of the law that we know ns 
Siovora-Edge 5,! with all that this involves of an allomorphy much 

Hore complex than that of classical Sanskrit. 

In fact, as has been amply demonstrated, classical Sanskrit contains 
m little of this allomorphy that on the basis of it alone the Vedic state of 
Minire could not be more than Suspected. It is certain that the system of 
suge had already coi lo existence before the Revedic 
Corpus was composed in the condition in which we have it, and that this 
vas prior (a the writing-dawn. This condition involves two forms of the 
text, one by completo utterances (sao, hii ‘patha) and one with the utter- 
anees analyzed into separate words (pada-palha). A considerable body of 
linguistic analysis: is presupposed by this edition of ihe corpus. Such 
analysis, which states in all dolnil the relationship between the two forms 
of text, is provided by the Reveda-pratisakhya treatise. Its date is, as 
usual, unknown, and e 1s relative chronology within the sequence of 
grammatical works as a whole is uot certain. Tlowever, informed scholars, 
with such n notable exec as Thieme, place il. prior to Panini, but 
later, though how mi Inter is very uncertain, than the two text forms 
of which it. sintes the relatio! ship. As so often in Indian literary scholar- 
ship, it is thought Lhat the present treatise is the end result of a develop- 
ment from developed to more developed and that the original 
treatise, whieh is presupposed hy the Rigveda text fo j was much en- 
larged to reach the present form and has itself been lost. 


+P. Edgerton, “Sivvors's Law and 1E. Wenk-grade Vacalism," Lg. 10.235-205 
994); "Tho Indo-Eureponn Remivowela," sbid. 10.83-124 (1913). 
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à. If it is impossible to be very certain about much of 
chronological differences in the records account for some of ihe 
ty, and the many gaps in tho record, both synchronic and din- 
chronic, account for more. A 
The earliest documents that we have in MIA nre the Agokan inserip- 
8 of the middle of the third ce date, though past- 
is prior to the whole corpus of the elussienl 
not be surprising, then, to find words of MIA o 
claasical literature, even if their numbers are not ex 
them are of ly Inte atlestation or only lexical 
smooth, tend: kl* (kävya) < Pkt, masana-, masiun- < Bkt. misna- 
or mdrisna- ‘ground fine or small’; märga, marita ‘friend? (epic, eei 
mürga in Bhiss's dramas, sce Emeneau,Lg. 39.104 11963]) < Pkt. māris. 
< Ski. madráa- "like we’; pragbhara- ‘mountain slope’ (kiivya) < Pki. 
pabbintra- ‘stoping’ (ef. also BIS prágbhara- id.) < Skt. *prahvara., cl. 
hur- ‘io bend, slope’, probably praza- ‘sloping’; ad pragbhara- ‘mass, 
multitude, heap’ (Inte kävyn) < Pkt. pabblidra- id. < Skt, pra +- bhan 

But il is strictly relevant to our interest (o determine how far bar! i 
the OIA record such borrowings from MIA can be attested, since, in 
default of other records, such borrowings are almost the only evidenet 
avuilable on the relative chronology of the emergence of MIA linguistic 
traits, To be sure, we have already pointed to several fentures of classical 
Sanskrit ns being probably MIA in origin. One of these is the merging of 
the old past tenes into onc mem in epic and clagsical Sanskrit, 
Pānini stilt know the differenecs. ‘There has been discussion whether the 
epic in fact dacs not have an origin Liat is pre- Päninenn in time. Tit had, 
it would follow that its use of tho lenses might have dorived-from a MIA 
tendency already existing before Panini. But there are too many gaps in 
the evidence for this to be anything but speculation. 

Phonologien! Middle-Indivisms in the Vedic toxts lator than the 
Reveda have already been pointed out by many scholars, in greateat 
mass by Bloomfield and Edgerton, Vedic Variants 2.20-25 and passim. 
Some of the material coliceted there is open (o uncertainty; but not all, 


this, the 


* Buddhist) H(ybrid) 8 (nnskrit) material must, of course, nnt. bo trented s 
Sanskrit, but an MIA. 


Ynjurveda. Tho Vedie Variants interprolation i 
nagel, L167, takes aro[a- toibe n Middio-Tnd from Panar “d [ 
Even though Burrow (The Sanskrit Language 129 [London, 19551) would rofine da 
and posit an r/n formation (*arp-ta- > asata-; *atp-(a- > avala-), this ignores tbe 
{act that ava(a- is only post-Revedic and may wellibe secondary to avata- and nd 


— F s sJ 


would be MIA. ‘The eomection of the m- and the b- forms has been ac- 


2 


and it seems to follow clearly enough that there were dinlecis that were 
contemporary wilh at least later Vedic texta and that had phonological 
features that we know from the Inter attested MIA dialects. 

Tt will be more satisfactory, however, to pinpoint the matter as sharply 
as possible. In the first place, there is some clear evidence in PApini. This 
we should expect because of his chronological proximity to Asokn and, 
to the Buddha, The latter's doctrine was that teaching of 
{ake place in the quin] dialects rather than in 

together willy tho lorienl outeume, via. Agoka’s 
findhart Prakril, Buddhist Hybrid Sanskrit, all used as 
vehicles of Buddhist doctrine, means that m the Buddha's time thero 
were MIA dialects. One of Püuini's words is mdireyu- ‘an intoxicating 
drink? (6.2.70). It is from Pkt. maireya-, which is an extension derived 
from Skt. madira- id. (Rgveda +). As has been pointed out by earlier 
scholars, Juss of OIA intervoealic d (and other voiced stops) is attested in 
ral only in Máhiürasirt Prakrit. l'ünini's word is attestation of a dialect. 
with this feature centuries earlier than we would otherwise expect it. 

Tt is hardly profitable to go into details about Middle-Indicisins in the 
hier Vedic texts. identifications of such in tho Rgveda are of chief 
interest for the chronology we wish to establish. Some scholars have been 
rather unwilling to admit that they are to be found in this oldest corpus. 
Renou’? scems very reluctant, and writes of “justes remarques de Man- 
sion contre l'hypothèse d'un prákrit contemporain du RV." Ju translnt- 
ing the introduction to the 1957 edition of Wackernagel’s Altindische 
malik Reno had to write (p. 7) of the existence of a MIA dinlect 
oque des Lymnes," “uno langue . . . qui portail en elle les traits 
principaux do Ia phase la plus anvieune du moyen indien, co qu'on appello 
k ." But ho is here only translating Wackernagel, and in note 
S), which gives n large bibliography pro and con, he again refers to 
Mansion, "qui prolesie avec raison contro l'idóc...d'un pkb con- 
{emporain du RY." The bibliography (on p. 7 and in note 80) is very 
useful in that it provides a large sample of the evidence on which one 
must rely in finding s MIA dialect contemporary with the Rgveda. 

Quite sound picces of evidence would seem to bo the following. Múhu, 
mühur 'suddenly', muhirid- ‘a moment are connected with Avestan 
mrazu- ‘short? (in compounds), Greek Bpaxés, Latin brevis; here *m|r > w 
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an inhoritanico from pre-Sanskrit. IL should be noted, moreover, that oven as a 
ism a nporidic ( < t is difficult. 

Buddhist Hybrid Sanskrit Grammar 1-2 (New Haven, 1953). For 
Prakrit, sen now J. 13 The Gandhart Dharmapada (London, 1962). 
Histoire de ia langue sans; n. 1 (1956). 
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And later, of course, comes the dialect net that wo know ns Lhe NIA 
yernaculars, with literatures representing n dozen or so nodes in the 
nel. 

The genoral question arises whether we can recover from the MIA 
and NIA records material of Indo-Iranion or Indo-Luropenu origin 
which is nol represented in the OLA documentary record, An a priori 
answer will not do, ¢ it is eonceivable (hat we could argue either 
way—cither that our OTA records are representative of all and the only 
Indo-European speakers who penetrated Indie territory, or that thoy 
represent the speech of only some, perhaps even only a few, of such 
immigrants. Frankly, we are totally uninformed of the history of the 
migration. If the former linguistic hypothesis were tho ease, the picture 
would be like that of the Romance languages coming from Indo-European 
through tho Latin channel only and adding nothing to our knowledge 
of Indo-European that we do not already get from the Latin record— 
this at lenst seems to be implicitly, or even more or Jess ex] y, the 
standard doctrine about. (he Romance languages, though it is ab least 
possible that the picture is overdrawn and that there ore Ú few scraps 
of avidence for Indo-European to be extracted from the Romance lan- 
|, in conversation). The other case would be more like 
hore the literat of the medieval period do not 
remotely exhaust. all the languages and dialects of that period and where 
oven scraps of other medieval evidence and much of the modern ma- 
torial is employable for Indo-Europeau research, 

‘There has been boll adoption of one point of view or the 
other, and some explicit discussion of the problem. In fact, neither 
point of view ean be adopted in an extreme way. A conservativo ap- 
proach will not rule out the possibility, or even the probability, of the 


OIA records representing only a part of the OLA uei—there is some 
ve from the Dardic and Kofir languages looking in this direction, 


such a w fail (o exercise the utmost cau 
MIA and, a fortiori, NIA evidence which it is claimed represents IE. 
material thal bypassed OFA. It is a priori unlikely that MIA, and a 
fortiori NIA, will preserve, for example, ablaut grades that are divergent 
from those found in OLA, considering that the OIA ablaut. si 
icture anywhere in MIA, and 
much (he analogical process has remade those paris of the total OLA 
structure that showed most. of tho old ablaut system. Renou's somewhat. 
differently slanted statement is worth quoting: “The time is past when 
one could hope to use Indo-European to explain many developments 


" Lg. 20.186 (1053). 
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peculiar to the historical period; today innovations are considered more 
imporlant than survivals,” 
In practice, thero have been divergent approaches to the problem. 
Research in this arca has usually been of a piecemeal sort, overenger to 
hd an Indo-uropeanism for any small problem that was 


T. 1I. Gray’s determined onslaught against MIA in "Fifteen Prákrit- i 
Indo-Europenu Etymologics."? Negalive reactions to many of the itema 

ave been shown by many seholars, of whom I may perhaps mention 

nd myself. Mayrhofer alone, I think, has perforee, in the 

etymological dictionary, had to be seriously explicit about ` 
ies, Iis article, "Das Problem der iudogermanischen Al- 
ichkeiten im Miltelindischen,"? has upheld an even more strongly. 
negative attitude than I am willing to voice 

As examples where we can be sure of most of the relevant facts we 
ee gūha- ‘exerement’ and pard- ‘to break wind’ (pardate). 
Both are found in the Sanskrit lexica, but not in the literature, except 
that a Isle commentator, who is notorious for his use of lexical words, 
uses the first, aud a writer of poctics the second (presumably 1o label it a 
word to be avoided in literature). Both words must have been items of 
the vernacular vocabulary, adjudged too “vulgar” to be used in litera- 
ture. Both havo very good Indo-European etymologies. The first, 
githa-, is known from MIA and NIA, the latter, pard-, only from NIA. 
If it had not been that the Hindu grammarians aud scholars constructed 
lexica, dredging up words from many sources besides the literature, 
these words would not have been known as oxisting in OLA dialects. 
What other items docs MIA show that are either not attested in OIA 
or that nre more archaic than the corresponding items in OIA? The 
adverb idha, hat was adduced above, is clearly one and cannot be 
explained otherwise, 

But hardly wy other item in the lists mentioned above can be, or 
wholcheartedly accepted. To find other than the OIA ablaut 
grades as explanations for MIA supina- ‘sleep’ ( : Greek trvos; contrast 
Skt. stapna-), Pali garu-, Pkt. parua- ‘heavy’ ( : Greek Bapt; contrast 


4 Burrow, The Sanskrit Language 45 ff.; Julos Bloch, L'indo-aryen du Veda auz 
tempa modernes 14 f. (Paris, 1034); Wackornagel 1, reproduced by Renou in Intro- 
duction B f. 

» JAOS 60.301-360 (1940). 

*t Studia Indologien, Festschrift far Willibald Kirfel 219-241 (Bonn, 1955). 

H Fg. 4 ADO-15. (1058), 39.1037104 (1063). 
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136 DIALECTS OF OLD INDO-ARYAN 


and which (as I stated it) led to the analogy cli ‘gues' : iia-, jeti ‘con- 
quers’ : jita-, (s)iheti ‘stands’ : sthila-, dheti ‘places’ : hila-, deti ‘gives’ : 
x, x being *dia-. 2 

Not quite all tho data have yet been included by any of those wl 
have treated the matter. Evidence for (he NIA languages of the northem 
section of the Indo-Iranian border, the Dardic and Kafir languages, is 
still somewhat scanty, and not all 
is yet in hand, However, Kl 
languages,” provides some interesting forms. l'or 
the perfect. participle is dr, which Morgenstierne d 
whith is the OIA origin of MIA *diaa-, whence F 


rives froin *dtiaka-, 
diyi (*t > Khownr 


origin from those of other NIA languages already presented. It is i 
teresting, however, that the r of Khownr is independent: c nee for 
*t, which those NLA languages that have descended {lirou 
MIA languages do not actually show (Hindi diyd, cte.). 
posited that this pa ically based on a present stem 


ple is analogi 
dé-, we should examine the Khowar verb to try to delermine whether 
our explanation will hold for it, too. The Khowar present (really present 
and future, labeled ‘anrist-futurc') ig dom, das, dòi, dòsi, domi, düni. 
The Dardic languages in general, however, have a stem dé-. The stem 
dà- of Khowar must be analogically formed ou the basis of the small 
class of verbs that have this type of stem, eí. koróm ‘I do’ (< Skt. 
karümi), bom ‘I become’ (Skt. bhavami > MIA {e.g., Pali] *hhami > 
Khowar bon); it is not of an origin parallel (o that of tho Balto-Stavic 
“domi, dósi, aud so on (cf. Senn’s paper, p. 149 of this volume). Ety- 
mologies are uncertain or unknown for the other verbs of the class. We 
may posit, then, for Khowar the same formations that enter into the 
nunlogy given above, sud should probably assume that, at. the early 
MIA period when the analogical formation (ook place, the ancestor of 
Ihowar formed part of tho MIA dialect net. 

The geueral run of NIA languages thus scems unpromising in yield- 
ing material of the sort we are looking for. It has been clsimed that the 
Dardic and Kafir languages already mentioned occupy a different posi- 
tion in NIA, and il. is possible that when we have more descriptive data 
on them there may be found, rather abundantly, Indo-European evi- 
dences that appear in neither the OIA nor the MIA records. It was 
elaimed by Grierson (as wol nm hy some hefore him) that theso two 


"G, Morgensticrne, "Some Features of Khowar Morphology," Nors 
Jor Sprogvidentkap (NTS) 14.5-28 (1947). Some lexical material is presented also 
by him in an article, “Sanskritic Words in Klowar,” Felicitation Volume presented 
to Prof. Sripad Krishna Belvalkar 84-08 (Banarna, 1057). 

H Turner, Dictionary of the Nepali Language (Landon, 1931), a.v. dinu. 
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groups of languages form a third branch of Indo-Iranian, in that “they 
seem to have left the parent stem afier the Indo-Aryan languages, but, 
before all the typical Iranian chameterialics, which wo meet in the 
Avesta, had become developed." The material that was gathered by 
Morgenstierne after Grierson’s volume appeared led Morgenstierne to 
the conclusion (which has been accepted by, for example, J. Bloch and 
Burrow**) that the Dnrdie languages (Kashmiri, Shina, Indus Kohistani, 
Khowar. lasha, Vast l'imhi) am Tndo-Aryan but did not pass 
through the MIA developments represented by the records, while, on 
the other hand, the Kafir languages (Kati, Waigali, Ashkun, Prasun, 
and to some extent Dameli) may occupy some sort of special position.” 
‘The task of sorting out the evidence is considerably complicated by 
loanwords in the Kafir languages from neighboring Iranian languages 
and from other neighboring Indo-Aryan languages, and also by loans in 
the other directions, that, is, from the Kalir languages info neighboring 
Tranian and Indo-Aryan languages. But, neglecting such items (insofar 
as they can bo identified), one finds tbat in the Kafir languages thera 
is retention with Indo-Aryan of s, which Iranian changes lo #, and roten- 
ion with Iranian of two separate palatal series, which Indo-Aryan let 
fall together. Le, *9, gh > Kaf. j (= dz)/z; palatalized *g and g”, gh 
and gh > Kaf. J/Z; eg, Kati j/zà, Waigali, Ashkun zd ‘knee’; Kati 
j/zim, Waignli zim, Prnsun zoma, Ashkun Zim (secondary palatalization 
before 7) ‘snow’; Kati, Waigali jt, Prasun, Ashkun ZI ‘bowstring’; Kati 
Jáf-, Waigali jä- ‘to kill’. In addition, there is the following feature in 


which the Kafir languages nre more archaic than either Iranian or^ 


Indo-Aryan, viz., in having to a large extent affricates (dental) for the 
Indo-European palatal series, even though the matter is at times ob- 
scured by borrowings from Indo-Aryan, especiallyin Waigali and Aslikun. 
Examples: Kati duè ‘ten’, Prasun leze id., épu-lé ‘fourteen’, Waigali dag, 
Ashkun dus ‘ten’; Kati édw, Waigali, Prasun éz, Ashkun é/eau ‘branch’; 
Kati cut, Waigali éuue-, Ashkun éuni- ‘ompty’; aud ‘knee’ and ‘snow’ 


? G. A. Grierson, The Pistea Longuages of North-western India ..., p: Hi 
(Lon 900). Sköld held that the Kafr languages are not Indo-Iranian nt all, 
but an independent hraneh of Indo-European (so reported by Morgenetierno, 
NTS 2.190, with refereneo in note 1 to an unavailable pnper by Sköld), This is 
surely fantasy. 

* Bloch, L'indo-aryen 18 [.; Burrow, Tha Sanskrit Language 32. 

” Morgonsliorno, Report on a Linguistic Mission to Afghanistan (Oslo, 1028), 
Report on a Linguistic Afiesion to North-tcestern India (Oslo, 1932), “Tho Language 
of tho Askhun Kafirs," NTS 2.102-259 (1929), "Additional Notes on Ashkun,” 
NTS 7.50-115 (1034), “Indo-European & in Kañiri,” NTS 13.225-238 (1945), “The 
Language of thn Prosun Kafirs,” NTS 15.188-334 (1949), “Tho Waigali Language,” 
NTS 17.146-324 (1051). Rocont fieldwork by Georg Huddruss in this area may have 
included tho Kafir langunges, ns it did Dardic, but it has not yet beon published. 
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